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support which traditionally had gone ashore. However, seabasing
| ogistics presents a nmajor challenge to the |ogistician when a Naval
Expedi tionary Force (NEF) is involved in extended operations ashore.

Seabasing | ogi stics during extended operations is often not
possi ble due to transportation shortfalls, weather, |ogistical equipnment
vul nerabilities, and issues encountered with the distances inland the
assault force may be operating fromin future operations. Thus the
maj or focus of this paper is on how best to logistically support assault
force missions while utilizing the future operational concepts of OWTS,
STOM and MPF 2010 and Beyond.

In this paper argunents are made that during certain operations
bot h seabasing | ogistics as well as sending a nobile ground | ogistica
task force ashore becone the only nmeans of guaranteei ng seanl ess
resupply to the assault force. Wiile it is understood that sending a
nmobil e | ogistics task force ashore is contrary to the goals of OWTS and
STOM the benefits outweigh the disadvantages and are di scussed
thoroughly in this paper. Al other operational goals are preserved.

Thi s paper takes into consideration the assets available to the
Marine Corps in the year 2010 and | ays out the pros and cons of
i mpl enenting five proposed reconmendati ons. The sol utions di scussed
suggest changes in infrastructure, nmanpower, and equi prent but protect
the Marine Corps as an expeditionary force. Costs associated with this

proposed concept were not considered in the final reconmendations.
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CHAPTER 1

LAYl NG TEE GROUNDWORK FOR CHANGE

The National Mlitary Strategy of the United States directs the
armed forces to be prepared to respond to crises across a full range of
mlitary operations fromhumanitarian assistance to fighting and w nning
maj or theater wars. United States strategy further directs our nmilitary
forces to be ready to fight as a coherent joint force, fully
i nteroperabl e and seanl essly integrated.

Mari ne Corps policy makers are followi ng this gui dance by
devel opi ng and testing unique operational concepts which are aligned
with US mlitary strategy projected for the year 2010. The Mari ne
Cor ps anphi bi ous concepts of Qperational Maneuver fromthe Sea (OWTS)
and Shi p—to—©bj ective Maneuver (STOM are testing whether principles of
maneuver warfare can be applied to the littoral battlespace. Athird
concept, Marine Prepositioning Force 2010 and Beyond (MPF 2010 and
Beyond) as an enhancenent to the OMFTS and STOM concepts, is testing
whet her seabasi ng a Naval Expeditionary Force's (NEF) |ogistic support
is possible in order to inmprove the NEF' s ground nmaneuverability.
Adversary technol ogy, changes in eneny warfare and tactics, and changes
in US nilitary strategy have created additional risks in traditional
anphi bi ous shi p—to—shore novenent and | odgenent thus creating a need for
the inmplenentati on of the three new concepts.

Seabasing of |ogistics as proposed by these concepts creates

addi ti onal chall enges which confront the Marine | ogistician.

Sust ai nnent operations must not only conpl enent the goals of OWTS,



STOM and MPF 2010 and Beyond, they nust al so remain capable of
supporting a force up to the size of a Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF)
shoul d they becone involved in extended ground operations. Extended
operations are defined by this author as additional |ogistical supplies
needed by the ground el enent beyond which they can carry with themin
their basic | oad.

The concl usion reached in this paper is that in order to sustain
fromthe sea the various size and type of forces that nmay be operating
ashore, sone nodifications to the current ideas in the OWTS, STOM and
MPF 2010 and Beyond operational concepts nmust be made. Rel ying on
seabased | ogistics for sustai nment operations as currently designed in
the concepts is often not possible nor necessary. Transportation
shortfalls, weather, |ogistical equipnent vulnerability, and demands
associ ated with resupplying ground forces the distances inland 'from
shore they may be operating fromin the future all nust anal yzed further
before final approval of the operational concepts can be made.

The maj or reconmendation of this paper is that in order to support
the Marine Corps' futuristic operational concepts, a nobile ground
| ogistical task force nmust go ashore with the NEF. Though this increases
the footprint of the assault force and appears as if this concept is
contrary to the OVWFTS and STOM goal s, in actuality this ground |ogistics
task force is necessary for the operational concepts to work. Wen
conparing this proposed nobile ground | ogistical task force to the
Mobi | e Conmbat Service Support Detachnent (MCSSD) used in today's

operations, one will see many of the sane principles are applied. The

difference in this future sustainment concept is that the task force is



fully capabl e of supporting a force the size of a MEF and its structure
is designed to be nore proactive in resupply operations providing nore
efficient support to the assault force. Additionally, devel opnent of
this nmobile logistics task force will not interfere with the chief

obj ectives of the proposed operational concepts of OMWTS, STOM and MPF
2010 and Beyond. Landing forces will not be required to protect supply
dunps ashore, and no operational pauses will be created on shore as
currently occurs in traditional shi p—to—shore operations. Because the
devel opnent of this logistics task force is not a totally new concept
but rather a nodification to an existing concept, inplenentation and
adjustnments to the changes should not be difficult. The greatest
difficulty will be accepting the fact that some form of ground |ogistics
is necessary in order to support an assault force involved in extended

operations.

THE NEED FOR CHANGE

Hi storically, the Marine Corps has responded well to all m ssions
t hey have been assigned. Logistical plans were often devised or
adjusted during a crisis based on the situation, then executed with a
great deal of flexibility. In fact, this flexibility has been key to
many Marine successes and it nust continue to be present in future
operations. But flexibility cannot be the foundation for a solid
| ogi stics support concept. Therefore, the sustainment concept
presented in this paper allows a great deal of flexibility in both the

pl anni ng and executi on phases of an operation, but also gives the

| ogistician the solid framework from which he needs to build his fina



sustai nment plan. This proposed sustai nment concept builds upon the idea
that logistics is not a science but an art. This change in philosophy is
necessary in order to coincide with the changes in the type of
battlefield and eneny forces the United States nmay find thensel ves
involved with in future operations.

Wth the dissolution of the Soviet Union | ess enphasis is being
pl aced on conventional warfare tactics. As warfighters gradually change
their concepts on howto fight future conflicts, |ogisticians nust al so

change their concepts on how best to support the force. Pentagon

anal ysis projects the United States' future enemes will be smaller yet
nore chaotic than present enem es. Future enemes will be |ess
predictable, nore nobile, and harder to detect. They will have greater

potential to devel op and enpl oy weapons of mass destruction

Eneny forces and tactics are not the only things causing a change
inthe way the mlitary nmust structure itself to fight in the future
US nilitary forces are bei ng downsi zed and Pentagon projections up to
the year 2010 see little chances of reversing this trend. As a result,
the mlitary forces of tonorrow will neither |ook Iike nor be organized
like forces of today. Further conplicating the shifts in warfighting
phil osophy is the fact that conventional fighting cannot yet be
abandoned due to the ongoing threats fromboth North Korea and Iraq.
Consequently, future logistic support nust be flexible enough to perform
in various types of warfare under various types of threats with, fewer
forces and assets available than they have in today's |ogistics units.

As the United States becones increasingly CONUS based yet another

| ogi stical challenge faces the logistician. Reestablishing mlitary



forces into a country once abandoned may not be a sinple task. Those
countries may not willingly provide or be able to provide the support
whi ch was once avail abl e. Host nation support and accessibility to their
sea and air ports is not guaranteed. The United States may find itself
in the future conducting forcible entry operations into an area
previously secured by its own forces. Support to those forces nust then
cone either fromthe sea or by ground. Wth nmilitary planners predicting
US nilitary forces in the future are likely to deploy to regi ons where
ports cannot handl e deep draft ships, airfields are not capable of
supporting mlitary aircraft, and roads and bridges are not structurally
sound enough to support mlitary traffic, support fromthe sea is
becom ng the obvious alternative.

As the likelihood of forcible entry operations increases, the
Mari ne Corps nust continue to rethink its current anphi bi ous doctri ne.
In the future the United States will rely on a forward depl oyed Navy and
Marine Corps to protect its vital security interests nore than any tine
in history. Forward presence not only allows forces to operate in
i nternati onal waters w thout host nation support, it provides the U S.
the capability to rapidly respond to any type' of crisis nearly anywhere
in the world. Two recent exanples best illustrate this point. In 1995
Italy would not allowthe U S. to deploy Air Force F—17's to Aviano Air
Base in support of operations in Bosnia. United States naval carriers
depl oyed off Italy's coasts provided the air support base. In 1997, the
Nimtz steaned into the @ulf packing three dozen F-18 Hornets and

fourteen F-14 Tontats as a show of force agai nst Saddam Hussei n. \Wen

joined with the 16 vessels already on station, these ships provided



enough of a deterrent to Saddam Hussein that a potential crisis was
averted. These ships could just as easily have been the first forces in
place had the military situation escalated. United States policy nust
continue to capitalize on the advantages of having Naval forces forward
depl oyed.

Finally, the criticality of sea operations becones inherently
obvi ous when one realizes that over ninety percent of United States
mlitary equi pment is deployed overseas by ship, and this percentage is-
-not expected to be reduced significantly in the next fifteen years.
Regardl ess of how | arge our aircraft are getting, a thirty knot
transport ship still outlifts even the largest transport aircraft in
cargo wei ght by roughly 200:1.l

The i nmportance of seabased operations is best sunmed up with the
words President Cinton spoke during a visit on the aircraft carrier
Theodor e Roosevelt, "When word of crisis breaks out in Washington, it's
no accident the first question that comes to everyone's lips is where is
t he nearest carrier?"ZV%iIe Naval forces consist of nore than carriers,
the President's remarks clearly express the inportance of sea
operations.

In closure, a proposed |ogistical concept is necessary but it
cannot be accepted until the reader first understands the intent of the
Mari ne Corps operational concepts being tested. These concepts will thus
be briefly explained in Chapter 2. The nain chapter of discussion on the

proposed sustai nment concept will follow as Chapter 3.

CHAPTER 2



CHARACTERI STI CS OF OWTS, STOM AND MPF 2010 AND BEYOND

OPERATI ONAL MANEUVER FROM THE SEA (OWFTS) OWFTS is a concept being

anal yzed where planners are seeking better solutions to assault force
anphi bi ous operations based on future expectations. OWTS is testing
whet her the applications of naneuver warfare can be applied to a
maritime canpaign. This concept attenpts to use speed, sea
maneuverability, and surprise to gain an advantage over adversaries
using the sea as a friendly avenue for nmaneuvering rather than as an
obstacle to nmovenment. In OWFTS, assault forces are given freedomto nove
up and down a coastline and attack via the sea at a tinme of their
choosi ng. Engagenments with the eneny are avoi ded as much as practicabl e.
When engagenents with the eneny are unavoi dable, assault forces |and at
a location where the eneny is nost vul nerable. Their success is achieved
by first surprising the eneny then dispersing quickly once on | and.
Initially |ogistics remains seabased, thus allow ng the assault forces
freedomto nove towards their objectives without first acconplishing the
buil d up and subsequent operations ashore phase traditionally done in
anphi bi ous assaults. The OMFTS concept is |ooking to be applied to any
type of operation whether it involves an initial restoration of

security, basic services in a disaster relief crisis, or seizure of a

| odgenent or key piece of terrain necessary for future decisive actions.

SH P TO OBJECTI VE MANEUVER (STOM The concept proposed under STOM

t akes OMFTS one step further. Tests are being conducted to determne if

an assault force can performa seam ess air maneuver directly fromthe



ship to the objective. Expanding on the principles of OWTS, the STOM
concept depl oys conbined arns forces using air and surface neans
directly agai nst deep inland objectives.3Taking advant age of
t echnol ogi cal advances, STOM uses speed, nmmneuverability, deception, and
surprise to conduct operations initiating fromover the horizon. Under
STOM assault forces proceed directly fromthe ship to the objective. As
in OWTS, assault forces do not stop first to seize, defend, or build up
a beachhead since | ogistics and ot her assets which once went ashore now
remai n seabased

Conbi ned, the STOM and OWFTS concepts allow the commuander greater
flexibility in getting to the objective without sacrificing the detailed
pl ans in achieving the objective. As necessary, in both concepts
addi ti onal vertical forces conplenent the assault force by
si mul taneously attacki ng key defensive positions. By seabasing the
| ogi stics on the anphibious task force, both the OMTS and STOM concepts
envi sion the resupply of the assault force coming fromLanding Craft Air

Cushion (LCAC) and the W—=22 tilt—otor aircraft.4

MPE 2010 AND BEYOND. This inproved Maritine Prepositioning Force

concept is essential if OVWFTS and STOM are to be effective in extended

operations. Under this concept, platfornms will be devel oped which will



provide a full range of |ogistics support fromthe sea. MPF 2010 and
Beyond ships will include aviation |ogistics, hospital ships, and

of fshore petrol eumdistribution systenms to support foll owen forces up
to the size of a Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) for an indefinite

peri od of tinE.SRbconstitution capability will also be available from
these platfornms to either support the assault force comrander during his
operation or reconstitute his force for future operations upon

term nation of the mssion. Using an MPF as a faster neans of depl oying
to a location is not new and has already proved its worth. During
Qperation Desert Shield / Desert Storm prepositioned equi pnent joi ned
with MPF Expeditionary Brigades in Saudi Arabia shortly after unit
notification and went on to play a significant role in the canpaign. MF
2010 and Beyond sinply expands existing MPF capability by reconfiguring
its platforns to performfunctions fromthe sea that were previously
done ashore. MPF 2010 and Beyond wi |l be designed to support forces
ashore in sustained operations until termination of the operation. Wile
these platforms are still in their conceptual stages, it is crucial that
these platforms continue to be developed with the capability to operate
in conjunction with the LCAC as well as conduct cargo operations via
hel i copter and the MV—=22 tilt—otor aircraft fromover the horizon

Inits final configuration, MPF 2010 and Beyond will allow

conbat commanders and the National Conmmand Authority nultiple strategic
options as well as provide naritinme forces the ability to perform any

type of operation.



CHAPTER 3

SUSTAI NED OPERATI ONS ASHORE ( SOA)

10



Al three of the operational concepts discussed in Chapter 2
stress seabased | ogistics, though it is necessary to understand that
seabasing is not an absol ute requirenent under CNFTS.6The commander
still has flexibility to establish support operations ashore as the
situation dictates. SOA sinply attenpts to seabase as much logistics as
possible in order to facilitate freedom of maneuver for the assault
force while protecting its supplies fromeneny attacks. Typically, the
assault force has had to first establish and then protect supply dunps
ashore. This caused a disruption in nonentum exposed friendly forces to
t he enemny, and gave the eneny an unnecessary advantage as they
maneuvered to fight friendly forces who were concentrating their efforts
on protecting their supply dunp. Seabasing |ogistics elimnates nuch of
t his eneny edge.

I ncreasing assault force optenpo and logistics survivability are
not the only benefits of seabased | ogistics. Upon term nation of a
nm ssi on which has no ground based | ogistics, the assault force is nore
rapi dly backl oaded which facilitates its departure, reconstitution, or
redepl oynent to another operation. However, one should not assune sea—
basing logistics is a fix to all sustainnment problenms. Supplies stil
must be protected fromthe tinme they are placed on the ship until they
are consuned. In 1982 the greatest British |osses in the Fal kl ands were

. . . . . . 7
to its ships when they were sunk by Argentine air—to-surface nissiles.

SUSTAI NED OPERATI ONS ASHORE EXECUTI ON

Sustainability by definition is the ability to maintain the
necessary |evel and duration of operational activity required to achieve

mlitary objectives. It is a function of providing for and maintaini ng

11



the levels of forces, materiels, and supplies needed to support a
mlitary effort.SSCA expands that definition by attenpting to support a
task force mlitary effort fighting over an indefinite period of tine as
a land force rather than as an anphi bi ous or seabased naval force. Under
t he SOA concept, supply operations are to support up to a Marine Air—
Ground Task Force (MAGIF) without violating the objectives of OWTS

STOM and MPF 2010 and Beyond.

SUSTAI NED OPERATI ONS ASHORE ANALYSI S

As nentioned earlier, the najor objective of the OWTS, STOM and
MPF 2010 and Beyond concepts is for landing forces to gain an advant age
over their eneny by deploying, quickly with, |ess equipnment allow ng
themto disperse before the eneny has tine to react. For the |ogistician
this focuses his concerns on whether there are sufficient transportation
assets available to sustain this type operation and whether the assault
force can be sustained fromthe sea based on the distance- inland they
may be operating. He nust al so be concerned with the eneny situation as
wel | as the anobunt of tinme he has to acconplish his resupply m ssions.

A 1997 study conducted by Lieutenant Mark W Beddoes, U. S. Navy, as
part of his naster's thesis at the U S. Naval Postgraduate School
determ ned that the only way to sustain forces for an indefinite period

of time as proposed by the operational concepts is through extensive use

of the W—=22 tilt rotor aircraft.lokb reasoned that due to the distances
inland fromthe shore where | anding forces are expected to operate, the
LCAC is virtually useless as a nbde of transport for resupply.

Consi dering that one concept of QOVWFTS envisions |anding forces dispersed

12



over the battlefield up to two hundred mles wide as well as deep
Li eut enant Beddoes' conclusion is reasonable.11

Using the W-22 tilt rotor aircraft as the only node of transport
to sustain forces deep inland, Lieutenant Beddoes next began cal cul ating
dai ly sustai nnment requirenents of subsistence, fuel, and amunition for
a typical MEU (SCC) sized force to determine if he had enough aircraft
to neet this type of unit's denmands. After factoring in refueling tines,
di stances the MW-—=22 tilt rotor aircraft will travel fromthe ship to the
shoreline as envisioned in the OWTS and STOM concepts, and the nmaxi mum
daily flight time per aircraft based primarily on aircrew endurance and
mai nt enance, Lieutenant Beddoes concluded that the concepts of OWTS and
STOM were not |ogistically supportable fromthe sea. Hi s study del ved
further into using only non—echani zed forces as a possibility to easing
t he sustai nnent probl ens but the sane concl usi ons were drawn. Lieutenant
Beddoes' reconmended solutions to the problemwere to either shift to a
landing force with smaller |ogistical requirements, increase additiona
[ift capability, or support the force fromlocations closer to the
shoreline.

Wil e all of Lieutenant Beddoes' |ogic and quantitative
calcul ations are correct, faulty analysis led himto a poor concl usion

Using quantitative analysis is inportant in predicting |ogistica

shortfalls, but it should not be the deternmining factor in validating a
concept. To solve this logistical problema conbination of efforts are
needed.

One effort needed to solve the sustainnent shortfall is to do just

13



what Li eutenant Beddoes did. Tines, distances, weights, and vol unes of
supplies needed to sustain the assault force nust be cal cul ated and then
how many nore aircraft are necessary to acconplish the nission nust be
determ ned. Once this nunber is identified, the nunber of aircraft on
the platforns can be increased to the maxi mum amount the platforns wll
hold or to the maxi mum nunber of aircraft avail able.

A second solution to this problemis to seek out technol ogi cal
advances which will increase airlift capability. The objective here is
to reduce to the snallest amount the nunmber of aircraft needed to
sustain the force ashore. Miuch progress is already being made in this
area by the Marine Corps as a way to increase both airlift and surface
craft capability. The M—22 tilt rotor aircraft is replacing the CH 46E
as the Marine Corps' primary assault support aircraft. This new aircraft
nearly triples the capability of the existing CH46E in range, speed,
and payload. Wth an internal |lift capacity of ten thousand pounds, the
MW—=22 tilt rotor aircraft will be capable of carrying twenty—four conbat
| oaded Marines a radius of up to five hundred nauti cal m'Ies.12 Its
aerial refueling capability will also greatly aid in sustaining assault
force operations fromthe sea.

By the year 2006 the new AAAV assault vehicle will have repl aced

. . 13
t he AAV7AI as anot her val uabl e asset in seabased operations. The

AAAV' s increased sea and land' nobility capability, together with its
i ncreased firepower, will aid seabased operations by being able to
secure | anding areas nore quickly than with the AAV/Al.

By thinking nore creatively, Lieutenant Beddoes' proposal of noving

14



the seabased platfornms closer to the shoreline is yet another solution
to increasing the nunber of supplies which can be noved fromthe ships.
As ships are positioned closer to shore, transportati on asset turnaround
times are shortened. Fewer assets would then be required to nove the
sanme anount of supplies fromship to shore. However, caution nust be
taken when considering this idea as a solution to a transportation
shortfall. It should only be considered after a thorough threat

anal ysi s has been made. Ships positioned closer to shore increase their
ri sk of continual surveillance by an eneny coastal defense system which
in turn makes them nore vul nerable to eneny direct fire attacks than a
ship positioned farther out to sea or over the horizon.

The real problemis while all of these solutions increase the
capability of sustaining operations directly fromthe ship to the shore,
the conbined effort of all three solutions still does not totally
resol ve the problem of providing cull support to the assault force using
only seabased operations. Even if cal culations determ ned that ground
force requirenents equal ed support depl oynment capability, transportation
shortfalls for sustaining the assault force would still likely exist.
Assault forces on the ground will be conpeting with |ogistic forces on

the ship for the limted air assets. The M—22 tilt rotor aircraft is

not an aircraft dedicated to |ogistical resupply purposes only. It wll
be tasked for additional operations such as decoy missions or other

nm ssions once the capabilities of the aircraft are fully recognized.14

15



SUSTAI NED OPERATI ONS ASHORE PROPOSAL

The best way to provide continuous uninterrupted resupply to the
assault force during extended operations is to continue executing the
three solutions nmentioned above and to add two nore to them

Therefore, the fourth recommended solution and the key to the
sust ai ned operations ashore concept involves an insertion of a nobile
ground |l ogistics task force ashore. This task force would go ashore with
the assault force or as shortly afterwards as possi ble, based on the
conditions of mission, eneny threat, and tine criticality. The m ssion
of this nobile task force would be to receive supplies fromthe ship
that cannot be air delivered directly to the assault force in order to
provi de back—dp support to the assault force. Having this nobile
| ogistics task force allows the LCAC to becone the primary delivery
vehicle to the task force freeing up the MW—22 aircraft to do ot her
m ssions. The MV—22 aircraft then becomes a secondary means of carrying
supplies fromthe ship to the logistics task force. By enploying a
ground | ogistics task force ashore, the assault force is now capabl e of
bei ng resupplied by either ground or air regardless of how far inland
they are operating. Additionally, no supplies are ever stockpiled on the
ground. What this sustainnent concept does is provide back—up
sustainment to the assault force when it cannot be directly resupplied
via air.

As a continuation to this fourth solution, any tinme the
requi renment to performresupply mssions fromthe ship to the assault
force cannot be acconplished due to tenporarily lift shortfalls, the
nobi l e ground | ogi stics task force i nmediately becones the primary

supplier to the assault force. The ground | ogistics task force may then

16



provide all or partial supplies to the assault force depending on the
situation. For exanple, the assault force requires ten boxes of MrE' s.
The ship can only supply seven of those boxes due to a transportation
shortfall. In this situation the ship would issue its seven boxes of
MRE' s directly to the assault force while the renmining three boxes
woul d be supplied fromthe ground | ogistics task force. By the year 2010
advanced i nformati onal awareness should allow this task to be
acconplished relatively easily using interconnected termnals. The idea
in this concept is to keep supplies flowing fromthe ship any tine
transportati on assets are avail able without ever allow ng the assault
force to be uncovered from sonme type of |ogistics support. First
priority will always go to the assault force. Only when supplies cannot
be delivered directly to the assault force is resupply shifted to the
ground | ogistics task force.

Havi ng both a flexible and redundant supply system hel ps to ensure
the assault force never runs out of critical supplies. Only through a
redundant supply system provided by both ground and sea support can the
assault force be guaranteed to receive sone supplies should one source
of their resupply be unavail able. One should also keep in nmind that a
| ack of transportation nmay not be the only reason support may not be

available to the assault force. Capitalizing on | essons |earned by

the U S. Arny, a supplier under attack or noving has extrene difficulty
perform ng sineoul taneous resupply mssions. These | essons | earned nust

be analyzed as to- the affects- they have on sea operations as well.

TYI NG TEE PROCESS TOGETHER

17



In order to neet the-objectives proposed in the OWTS, STOM and
MPF 2010 and Beyond objectives, the ground |ogistics task force nmust be
configured as snall as possible. Its conposition of personnel, supply,
and equi pnent nust be theoretically the difference in the shortfal
bet ween seabased | ogi stics transportation capabilities and the | andi ng
force requirements. The actual size would vary slightly based on the
nm ssion, eneny situation, and the assault conmander's intent.
Regardl ess, the nobile ground | ogistics task force would not carry every
class of supply. It would carry only those critical supplies essential
for assault force operations nuch |like today's MCSSD. However, keep in
mnd that, unlike the MCSSD, the |ogistics task force would only
resupply the assault force if a shortfall existed in direct ship to
assault force resupply operations. Additionally, all supplies would
al ways renmai n upl oaded on the nobile ground | ogistical task force's
vehicles until they are issued, allow ng both units the maxi num freedom
t o maneuver.

Survivability is key to sustai nment operations and cannot be
over enphasi zed. The benefit of having a nmobile ground sustainnment task
force is that without naintenance parts, amunition, fuel, and other
supplies stockpiled on the ground the chances of their survivability

agai nst eneny attack greatly inproves. Supply survivability increases

further when this nobile logistics task force either occupies ground
sonmewhere near the center of where the assault force is located or is
brought under the assault force's air defense unbrella. In an
operation involving joint forces, the sustai nment task force may

col locate with another service as yet another neans of protection. The

18



objective is to create a sustai nment organi zation that not only offers
as much flexibility and redundancy as possible, it does so w thout
unnecessarily risking its survivability.

Even after identifying the numerous benefits of a ground |ogistics
task force, it may still be difficult to convince sone key players that
an increase in the land footprint produces nore advantages than
di sadvantages to the assault force. The increase in vehicles and people
ashore violates the principles on which the OWTS, STOM and MPF 2010
and Beyond concepts were built. Unfortunately, all other alternatives
lead this author to the sane concl usion drawn by Lieutenant Beddoes.
Wthout a nobile ground logistics task force to support an assault force
i n extended operations, the concepts of OWTS and STOM are not
| ogistically supportable. A nobile ground |ogistical task force is
necessary if the concepts of OWTS and STOM are to becone reality. Thus
t he remai nder of this paper does not focus on the why a nobile ground
logistics task force is needed but rather on the how this proposed

| ogi stics concept woul d work

SUPPORT FROM THE MOST' REARWARD LOCATI ONS FI RST

Al attenpts 'must be 'made to support the assault f6rce first from

ot her sources before using the supplies fromthe ground | ogistical task

force. In an optimal situation the assault force will be resupplied from
t he nost rearward support base possible. This concept ensures the

assault force has the necessary supplies available only a short distance
away when needed npbst and preserves the forward transportati on assets to

react to unknown contingenci es.
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Under this concept, the assault force may find itself receiving
supplies directly fromthe ship to its drop zone or possibly froma
transportation asset directly fromthe United States to the assault
force drop zone. The concept is built on the prem se that a supplier
never uses its own assets if there is an organi zati on behind it which
can do the mission. In a different scenario supplies may be delivered
directly fromthe United States to the ground | ogistics task force
denonstrating the flexibility of the concept. Nevertheless, the
receiving unit should not be concerned with who delivers its supplies
but should only be concerned with receiving the correct supplies in the
proper quantity at the agreed upon time and | ocation

The types of supplies to be delivered to the assault force is just
as inmportant as how they will be delivered. Marines are expeditionary
forces and expeditionary inplies austere conditions and support.
Therefore supplies, as well as the equi pnent and personnel on the
ground, must be limted to operational necessities only. The only
critical supplies necessary for every type of unit are Class | (food and
water), Class IlIl (petroleum oil, and lubricants), Cass V
(ammunition), Cass VIII (nedical), and dass | X (maintenance).
Suppl i es needed outside of these classes of supply should be by

exception only based on the nission or as directed or approved by the

assault force conmander.

GROUND SUSTAI NMENT TASK FORCE RESPONSI BI LI TI ES

Anot her inportant principle in sustainment operations is to never
allow |l ogistics to hinder assault force operations. To do this the

assault force nust stay m ssion focused and expend minimal effort on
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sustai nment i ssues. A ground | ogistical task force provides that
ability to an assault force. Under this sustai nment concept the ground
| ogi stics task force conmander becones the assault forces' single point
of contact for sustainnent issues. He assists the assault force in
calculating their required supplies and is responsible for coordinating
all supplies comng fromthe ship. The | ogistics task force comrander
ensures all supplies are delivered to the assault force at the
coordinated tine and | ocati on agreed upon by the two parti es.

The ground | ogistics task force comander is al so responsible for
t he evacuation of all supplies, equipnent, or personnel fromthe assault
force. Through coordination with the assault force, maintenance and
nedi cal evacuation drop sites are deternmined thus relieving the assault
force of the burden of carrying unusable assets with them Only with a
ground logistics task force is the assault force able to stay focused
entirely on their m ssions.

As information technol ogy inproves, the ground |ogistics task force
conmander will gain a better appreciation of and will be better able to
forecast assault force needs. Information nonitored over the network by
the | ogistics commander would be forwarded to the seabased | ogistica
conmmander wher e nodul ar support packages would then be built and readi ed

for transport even before the assault force recognizes their own

requi renents. In many instances the slower "pull"” system of obtaining
supplies will be replaced by the faster "push" systemas the assault
force and the logistical task force personnel becone a team

Building a solid relationship between the assault force and the

support force becones essential to sustain an operation by both sea and
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ground. The ground | ogistical task force conmander and the seabased
| ogi stical conmander need to understand the assault force m ssion
tactical plans, and tine/space inplications for support. Reciprocally,
the assault force, too, nust understand the data required by the
logisticians in order for themto plan and provide their support. As the
team continues to devel op, proactive rather than reactive support wll
be the norm

Lastly, as inportant as it is for the assault force and the ground
|l ogistics task force to work together, it is equally inportant for the
ground | ogistical task force commander to understand his rel ationship
wi th the designated seabased commander. The seabased conmander renains
ultimately responsible for all sustained operations ashore even though
the logistics task force commander is the assault force single point of
contact and all requests pass through him Prinary support to the
assault force still cones fromthe sea. Calculating initial support
requirements, projecting capabilities, determining priorities, and
noti fying all concerned personnel of |ogistical shortfalls remains the
responsi bility of the seabased comrander. He mnmust remain responsible for
overseeing the entire operation. The seabased commander nust al so be
responsi ble for the approval of all |ogistic plans, contingencies, and

future operations. He nust be attuned to what the assault force is

doing and be integrated into all fire support plans. Responsive

| ogi stics depends on the ability of the seabased commander to anticipate
events on the battlefield and pass to the ground |l ogistics task force
conmander issues affecting ground support. Throughout the operation the

seabased conmmander nust be able to sustain the assault force until the
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m ssion is conplete.

CAPTURI NG DATA

As real world experiences are docunented and historical data is
anal yzed, shel ved support packages of simlar mssions will be updated.
Utimately a support base will be established. This support base will be
the starting point for determining the initial support needed to
i mpl enent simlar types of operations. As nore operations are anal yzed
and the support packages are shelved, additional analysis wll
eventual |y create a standard support package for any type of operation
Once these historical docunents are available, determining the initia
support package shoul d be rmuch like the operation of a slide rule. As
Mari ne Corps planners determi ne the number and type of forces required
to acconplish an operation, the logistics slide rule noves to that
nunber and the predeterm ned | ogistics package is noted. These figures
will formthe basis of personnel and equi pnent required to sustain the
assault force. Just as MAGTF operations rely upon scal abl e task
organi zations to build whatever force is necessary to acconplish the
m ssion, |ogistics organizations would be built under the sane

princi pl es.

CONCLUSI ON

There continues to be nuch specul ation as to whet her seabased
operations are feasible. Under the proposed operational concepts being
tested many Marines still contend the LCAC can only be used for the

initial delivery of equipnment and Marines ashore but not for continuous
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sust ai nment operations. They believe there is not enough airlift
capability to sustain a landing force. They al so do not believe a ground
| ogistical task force is advantageous to | anding force operations.

Using quantitative analysis and an unwi | |lingness to break
par adi gns, their argunents agai nst seabased | ogistics are convincing.
However, for the innovative logistician who is willing to part fromthe
normand is not willing to let statistics be the defeat mechanismto a
strategy, solutions are achievabl e.

The concepts of OWTS, STOM and MPF 2010 and Beyond are sound
i deas which take into consideration the nmultitude of changes affecting
our mlitary forces both today and in the future. They are necessary to
ensure the United States naintains an edge over its adversaries and the
testing of the concepts nust continue. These concepts are logistically
supportable if the doctrine witers allow a nobile logistical task force
ashore even though it is against their intended objectives. Having a
nobi l e ground | ogi stics task force ashore does not hinder assault force
operations. In reality, this task force becones the neans for the
operational concepts to work.

As worl d events continue to change the way our arnmed forces prepare

to fight future conflicts, only through logistic ingenuity will words

like flexible, nobile, seanless, focused, anticipated, precise, and
tailored be turned into concepts for fighting tonorrow s wars. It is the
logistician's responsibility to ensure operational planners are not
lured into believing these words can be independently plugged into

exi sting logistics nodels to create plans capabl e of sustaining an
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operation.

Today'’s military forces nust be prepared to depl oy and execute an
operation with very little advance notice. Since forces will have to
respond quickly to a crisis there is not enough tine available to
construct a sustainment plan starting fromscratch. Generic sustai nnent
pl ans rmust already be devel oped and readily avail able for execution
They rmust be witten in such a way that they are flexible enough to work
in a broad range of operating environnments.

Having a ground | ogistical task force is just one of multiple
sol utions which nust be inplenmented in order to support seabased
| ogistics. The ground | ogistics task force provides a supply source
capability to the assault force that they would not have in an
excl usi vel y seabased operation. Additionally, w thout this redundant
supply capability an assault force's chances of nission acconplishnent

and survivability are drastically reduced.
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